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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/26/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain featues of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the feature upon which applicant relies (i.e., multicall, 
where multicall refers to two or more independent and simultaneous calls to/from a single mobile 
station) is not recited in the rejected claims. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1,18, 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Bradshw, 
Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820). 

Regarding claims 1,18, 27-28, Bradshw, Jr. teaches a method of controlling a multicall 
in a telecommunications system over a transmission path between a telecommunications network 
and a subscriber terminal, comprising: 
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setting up any new call in an existing multicall (e.g., 4-way conference - see column 4, 
line 23) over the transmission path between the telecommunications network and the subscriber 
terminal (e.g., path between the cell phone and the BTS which the cell phone camps on - see fig. 
1), when a criterion is met (e.g., dialing, registering, authorizing, identifying,...), by setting up 
said new call on an existing bearer (e.g., channel, frequency) such that said existing bearer is 
shared by at least two calls (inherent in 4-way conference) of said multi calls of said subscriber 
terminal instead of by setting up said new call on a new bearer (see column 4, lines 22-24). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 5-6, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bradshw, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820) in view of Yuen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,757,493). 

Regarding claims 2, 5-6, 19, Bradshw, Jr. teaches the claimed invention except that the 
decision whether the new bearer is required or whether said existing bearer is to be used is made 
by the network. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Yuen et al. (see column 1, lines 
63-66). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply the teaching of Yuen et al. to the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. to reduce channel 
distortion and to provide efficient traffic channel management. 
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6. Claims 3-4, 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bradshw, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820) in view of Nowicki (U.S. Patent No. 5,369,692). 

Regarding claims 3, 20, Bradshw, Jr. teaches the claimed invention except that the 
criterion is a preference of a user of the subscriber terminal. However, the preceding limitation is 
taught in Nowicki (see column 12, line 63 - column 13, line 10). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the teaching of Nowicki 
to the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. for providing multiple full-duplex conference calls without the 
necessity of a conference bridge or pilot tone generator. 

Claims 4 and 21 are the combination of claims 1 and 3. Therefore, claims 4 and 21 are 
rejected with the same reasons set forth in claims 1 and 3. 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bradshw, Jr. in 
view of Ho et al. (US 6,314,292 Bl). 

Regarding claim 7, Bradshw, Jr. teaches the claimed invention except allocating a 
dedicated bearer to the new call by a default by the network if a user does not indicate in the call 
setup any existing bearer to be used. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Ho et al. (see 
column 6, lines 48-58). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to apply the teaching of Ho et al. to the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. to reduce 
the average time required for call setup. 
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8. Claims 8, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bradshw, Jr. 
in view of Fapojuwo (US 6,212,389 Bl). 

Regarding claims 8, 10, Bradshw, Jr. teaches the claimed invention except changing a 
call currently being on a shared bearer to use a new dedicated bearer. However, the preceding 
limitation is taught in Fapojuwo (see column 8, lines 6-10). It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the teaching of Fapojuwo to 
the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. for efficient traffic channel management. 

9. Claims 9, 1 1-12, 23, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bradshw, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820) in view of Hubbard (U.S. Patent No. 4,430,734). 

Regarding claims 9, 1 1-12, 23, 26, Bradshw, Jr. teaches a method of controlling a 
multicall in a telecommunications system over a transmission path between a 
telecommunications network and a subscriber terminal, comprising: 

setting up any new call in an existing multicall (e.g., 4-way conference - see column 4, 
line 23) over the transmission path between the telecommunications network and the subscriber 
terminal (e.g., path between the cell phone and the BTS which the cell phone camps on - see fig. 
1), according to a criterion (e.g., dialing, registering, authorizing, identifying,...). Bradshw, Jr. 
does not specifically teach (i) setting up said new call on a new bearer. However, the preceding 
limitation is taught in Hubbard (see column 7, lines 30-32). It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the teaching of Hubbard to 
the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. to balance system load. 
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10. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bradshw, 
Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820) in view of Hubbard (U.S. Patent No. 4,430,734) and in further 
view of Hoogerwerf et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,819,171). 

Regarding claims 13-14, Bradshw, Jr. in view of Hubbard teaches the method according 
to claim 12 except that the method further comprises step of alternating the calls on a shared 
bearer between an active mode and said hold mode by a user. However, the preceding limitation 
is taught in Hoogerwerf et al. (Col. 3, lines 19-39). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to apply the teaching of Hoogerwerf et al. to 
the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. and Hubbard to provide convenience and flexibility for users. 

11. Claims 15-16, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bradshw, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,820) in view of Hubbard (U.S. Patent No. 4,430,734) and in 
further view of Tuulos (US 5,625,879). 

Regarding claims 16, 25, Bradshw, Jr. in view of Hubbard teaches the claimed invention 
except offering a new subscriber-terminal-terminating call to a user by means of a call waiting 
supplementary service only when a maximum number of the bearers allowed has been used by 
the multicall. However, the preceding limitation is taught in Tuulos (see the abstract). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to apply the 
teaching of Tuulos to the teaching of Bradshw, Jr. in view of Hubbard to improve system 
capacity. 

Claim 15 is the combination of claim 1 and 16. Therefore, claim 15 is rejected with the 
same reasons set forth in claims 1 and 16. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claim 17 has been rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of base 
claim 1. Thus, claim 17 is now allowable. 

Claim 22 has been rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of base 
claim 18. Thus, claim 22 is now allowable. 

Claim 24 has been rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of base 
claim 18. Thus, claim 24 is now allowable. 

Conclusion 

1 3 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Huy D. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-7845. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H. Feild can be reached on 571-272-4090. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



JEAN GELIN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 





Huy D Nguyen 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2617 



